Because questions about relationships between ideas and interests are absolutely fundamental in social analysis they are so necessarily difficult to answer that a solution is only marginally less suspect than the solution. Yet, since Plato at least, it is from speculations and discussions about how the human condition can be improved, je from applied studies, that the most important insights into humankind's understanding of humankind have come. Thus far, general (rather than pure and unapplied) development studies have yielded few such new understandings. Why? What are the practical prospects of actually achieving a new, that is renewed, generalism in public policy studies?
a solution is only marginally less suspect than the solution. Yet, since Plato at least, it is from speculations and discussions about how the human condition can be improved, je from applied studies, that the most important insights into humankind's under- The area of inquiry to be explored in this article is some aspects of the intellectual scope and nature of development studies since the end of World War H. It may prove difficult to separate this area sharply and completely from others, such as the morals and politics of our subject and the principal techniques of analysis on which it relies, but at any rate perhaps a difference in degree or emphasis can be maintained.
Development studies haveagain with exceptionspersisted over at least the last quarter of a century in being primarily third parties' doctrinal, visionary, distant encounters with what they construe as a world of a different, yes a third, kind. Interlarded though these may be with travel and adventure in distant lands they are, even so, seldom assistedeven technicallyby those with historical insight and similar suitable preparation in the country or region concerned. This is very paradoxical, above all for studies which, precisely because they have been deemed to be about something 'other', surely require such insight in special measure.
So, what has happened? Much literature in development studies seeks just for 'models' to be learned and then replicated or transferred elsewhere. If there is anything at all to learn from this 'learn from models' literature, it is that 'the models' have come to take the place of what they were originally supposed only to represent. Such models are said merely to need replicating elsewhere; the literature is usually either silent altogetheror else extremely selectiveabout the political, historical, financial and other contexts in which the experience to be emulated occurred in the first place. Worse, as a rule, it does not consider the actual or potential options, or the costs of either. Seldom is the slightest inkling given of the setbacks that even success stories have probably faced at some stage. Image becomes mirage. The model is presented as if it were sufficiently descriptive as well as suitably prescriptive. Thus does one purpose or variety of development studies come to be confused with another, and as a result neither is well served.
Interdisciplinarities
At a conference once, a participant described herself as a 'specialist in general matters'. Is such a position tenable, and if so what does it amount to?
One of the main concerns in the learning and teaching of development studies is, by whatever methods, the assembling and interpreting of ideas and information for a policy-oriented study of action rather than a philosophy-oriented study of knowledge [Sinaceur 1977 :571-9, Gusdorf 1977 . When this kind of intelligence work gets transferred from, as it were, the operations room to the universities, it may indeed be apt 'to get lost in discussions about the relations between disciplines, between the specialisations, and the temptations to discern the premises of a new synthesising, coordinating, unifying philisophy' [Sinaceur 19711 . The cosmology of educational institutions being dominantly discipline-structured, it is only to be expected that any attempt to transcend disciplines in them is likely to fall into the trap of trying to come up with a supra-discipline.
It is the idea that a specialist interdisciplinarity must be realised in an orthodox single disciplinary form that has helped lead to the institutionalisation in universities and institutes of, for example, 'development economics'. This relates to an idea that the disciplinary rigour and techniques in economics, which, for the most part have been developed outside growth studies, should be applied to development problems, and oriented towards economic policy and planning. The reasons why development economics has grown so strong, in outward results as well as in self-identity, could provide the basis for a separate discussion. It has in part been fostered as one way of making inter-disciplinarity practical and a single discipline less impracticable. The same could have been true in principle at least for 'development sociology' and 'development anthropology' if these too had proved to be growth industries in academia. They are not partly because even 'development economics' has come to stand as a warning.
At the onset of the 1970s, much effort in sociology and social anthropology went into the production of something described as 'beyond the sociology of development'. This would present rather different issues for discussion if something substantial of the kind could really be brought forward for scrutiny, rather than it having remained, for the best reasons, more a sentiment unfilled than an achievement.
How, in practice, have interdisciplinary approaches actually been used? First, in most technocratic (and some reformist) policy circles, they seem to be commonly applied, in theory and in practice, to 'other' and not 'our own' (or even to 'other' in relation to 'our own') cultures, economies, societies. Only secondarily could they be said to have been applied to (say) the study of a particular topic, namely economic growth, since even the status quo in 'other cultures' is said not to be understandable ('to us') except in interdisciplinary terms. Certainly, many economic modernisation studies, and many in the dependency mode too, are about a perceived world which they suppose to be culturally completely, totally, other.
Disciplinaristic considerations about inderdisciplinarity prove to be secondary tooin studies abroad, at home, and in between. To take economics by way of example again, whilst for some of its practitioners [cg Thirlwall 1974] growth is properly a subject for study 'unadulterated' by the intrusions of other disciplines, for others [Loewe 1965:284] economists, sociologists, and so on, because their good cousins were more expensive and in any case preferred the more upright paths on which their professional careers depended. A sixth variety is wrong interdisciplinarity (which has no monopoly of wrongness), when either the wrong disciplines have been gathered for the task in hand or the right disciplines but the wrong specialisations inside them.
The fourth, fifth and sixth of these varieties resemble assemblages of disciplines (multidisciplinarity) more than new single disciplines of interdisciplinarity But certainly these all contrast sharply with the single disciplinary approach, as in, for example, the orthodox opinion Loewe embraced in his earlier life (and rejected later) that 'economic theory had to be a self-contained body of generalisation, independent of sociopolitical considerations and valid for all types of economic systems' (Loewe 1965) , or various current textbook neo-classical positions and orientations and/or monetarist economic policy positions.
Some years ago, a past President of the Royal
Econömic Society observed that the several conspicuous advances in economics pertinent to development planning included'.., the refinement of the logic of resource allocation and decision making; the building of growth models; econometric analyses of systems of economic forces'. But he went on to say that, because the world's most pressing problems include fostering growth in poor countries and improving the performance of the indu.strialised economies; adjusting the balance of payments; checking cost inflation while maintaining full employment; checking the adverse effects on the environment and the quality of life of industrialism; population growth and urbanism, [it would have been better for]. . . the traditional boundary between the subject matters of economics and other social sciences [to be removed and for economists' studies in public policy to bel field-determined not discipline-determined. [Phelps Brown, presidential address, Royal Economic Society, 1971] ence is as much one of paradigms or conceptual schemes as of disciplines. Within even 'the same' discipline there are different schools of thought. The frontiers of knowledge in development studies would lie more at the limits of these than of the discipline [Lall 1976 ]. The integrity of the discipline may be no more than that of the school of thought. The world is, after all, fact as well as fiction.
The problems most commonly encountered by synthetic interdisciplinarity are the following. As seen 'from within' and 'from below',society is not as seamless as can appear 'from above'. This means that 'the' problem of, for example, 'poverty', is not singular but plural, a problem of poverties. Again, seen 'from below' and 'from within', problems tend often to be attributed to forces which in their origins and other ways are seen partly or even principally as coming 'from above' and 'from without'. Evaluations of policy and planning, where these are available at all, tend to be exceptionally difficult to use comparatively.
The varieties of interdisciplinarities in the academy have their parallels in the planning office. The physical planning which looks for physical solutions for physical problems, the economic planning which seeks economic solutions to problems seen as economic problems, and so on, is 'facet' planning.
'Integrated' means some kind of mix of physical plus economic plus other policy planning. Each instance of facet planning has its own characteristics to an extent. For example, physical planning tends, as a rule, to be concerned with stocks rather than flows because physical infrastructure is a stock of material goods in particular locations, with longer rather than shorter life spans. Economic planning tends to be more concerned with flows than stocks and tends often to be shorter term. Integrated planning means not simply the multiplicity or coordination of facet approaches but at least the simultaneous determination of the objectives, their trade-offs, and the joint use of policy instruments in all facet plans involved.2 It is, therefore, just like interdisciplinarity, a very rare phenomenon indeed in theory and in practice.
As with facet plans, so with single disciplines in schools and institutes of development studies. Each, to some extent, has its own character and delimited subjects and fields. At the same time, as also with facet plans, a number of concerns is common to them.
Within the social sciences, as within the arts and humanities, any one 'subject' may intersect with any It is precisely in this context of social and cultural distance and historical unreality that an interdisciplinary approach to development studies is the main aim tor some, and a toolish tad or tear for others. It is more in certain kinds of rural studies that this approach has been essayed to a characteristic degree. Turned on one's own face, the searchlight of interdisciplinary approaches is too uncomfortable because it is too blinding; turned on the faces of others, you can see them without, as it were, them seeing you. In certain kinds of urban development study also, interdisciplinary approaches have characteristically been applied to other cultural groups, such as 'urban poverty groups'. Indeed, it was for these that the phrase 'the culture of poverty' was originally coined.4
The more remote and distant an object, the less direct knowledge one may have of it In the absence of other information, one generalises. transformed. At a safe distance, rural development in these two countries was contrasted with that in almost all the rest of the world. They were lessons in alternative futures even for rich countries suffering late monopoly capitalism. A remedy for ailments at home was available, only it was far away.
One problem with this position was, and to some extent still is, that because it was about something far away, one was not in a position to know very much about it except from a very limited range of sources, which were at least as often self-serving as not. [
Said 1974]
A few years later, having observed that gross ignorance persisted, as it will whenever fear of the different gets translated into attempts at domination, the same writer went on to explain:
Academic experts decreed that iii islam everything is Islamic which amounted to the edifying notions that there was such a thing as the 'Islamic mind', that lo understand the politics ofAlgeria one had best consult the Koran, that they (the Muslims) had no understanding of democracy, only of repression and mediaeval obscurantisms. Conversely it was ageed that so long as repression was in the US interest it was not Islamic but a form of modernisation. The worse misjudgements followed... Suddenly it appeared that Islam was back when Ayatollah Khomeini, who derives from a long tradition of opposition to outrageous monarchy, stood on his national, religious and political legitimacy as an Islamic righteous man. But in Iran and elsewhere, islam had not simply 'returned': it has always been there not as an abstraction or a worry hut as part of a way people believe, give thanks, have courage, and so on . .. Muslims live in history and in our common world, not simply in the Islamic context. [Said 19791 30 The Guardian newspaper in a leading article the other day was speaking of 'the worst in the Iranian When other cultures are seen also as other periods, for example in a succession or sequence of stages of historyany or each of which may at different times be found in a different placenew realms of difficulty for public policy analysis appear alongside the old. Whenever concepts such as 'feudal', 'precapitalist' and indeed 'capitalist' which normally are used in evolutionary and similar ways, are used outside theories of evolution, for.evaluation, even the 'mode of production' can hardly be domesticated into a productive 'mode of thought'.
Stereotypically the-anthropologist is supposed to be a romantic. Anthropology 'is based upon and prizes a much more diffuse (less role segmented) involvement in "field work" [than sociology]. . . both in the intensity of involvement that it permits and in the diversity [Semenov 1975: 207-13] can be regarded as a particular variety of summitry (which is by no means confined just to population studies). The effect of itif anymay well be actually to help create a pro-natalism, which is or becomes religiously or socially inspired, where it did not exist before (or to reinforce a pro-natalism which did already exist). Politicians and, of course, Ihe rural bulk of the population at largein poor countries at any rateare perfectly well aware of economic reasons9 why some farm families are planned to be large. The McNamara statement, by dwelling on 'religion' and so on, has the probably unintended effect of making the 'non-economic' appear as not non-, but anti-, or dis-, economic. In demogenics, as in other branches of our subject, the researcher and teacher as well as the public spokesman and policy maker are apt to lose touch with economic, and ecological, realities. The speech just mentioned suggested that the allocation of public services should be denied to parents with more children than some specified norm. Even to contemplate such a policy without taking into account economic realities of both wants and needs for more children in, for instance, certain kinds of agricultural situation, is not simply to make a false analysis: it is to make no analysis at all.
Of course 'social' and 'economic' can be construed, was primarily used in the sense of a professional role such as that of a lawyer, namely, with reference to a position 'at a certain altitude' in society [Pareto 1935: chapter 12] . To use role theory as a means of conceptualising and understanding an entire society of roles and positions and statuses and persons, but regardless of their different levels in society, could result in simply denying existence to these levels. This would be not flat earth but flat society theory.
We are all 'ethnic folk' in a way, all 'summit folk' at some level. Some of us rural too. The purposes for which cultural idealism is unsuitable are not the only ones in development studies. Indeed, inspirational endorsements and essentialist re-endorsements of thought and action (as when a secretary might say he 'couldn't be accused of being lazy because he was a Protestant', or a student that she 'occupied the embassy in the name of Islam , not any particular political party' have instrumental as well as other value [Apthorpe and Gasper 1979] .
Where Do We Go from Here? Where do we go from here? If remedies lie in the looking for them, as a student of S. F. Nadel's Social Anthropology was brought up to say, then, where should we look?
There is, I believe, something to learn especially for the teaching of development studies, from the position in literary criticism that to understand Ben Jonson and enjoy him 'does not so much require the power of putting ourselves into seventeenth century London as it requires the power of setting Jonson in our London' [Eliot 1919 [Eliot , 1941 . The point is that to do this, one will have, not least, to understand 'our to them could, and should, be sought." Problems for policy studies are 'wicked' if the solutions envisaged and sought for them are 'wicked' too. This may be not for any scapegoating reason but, for example, because of the theories of planning which imply that the rules of the game should be subject to review and change even while the game is being played. If the problems for development studies are nondisciplinary in the first (or last) place, then obviously a specifically disciplinary or interdisciplinary search for them gets off to a bad start. If, in addition, this start is also historically and culturally 'external' it stands to reason that the approach is at an even greater disadvantage.
Development studies are, in short, doubly distanced. First, there is the general character of the social sciences which has itself been described as 'founded on what Jacques Berque has termed the dialectic of the Same and the Other, the alternating of cumulative process of identification and "distancing". . .' [Sachs 1976 : 75J12 Regardless of the parts of the globe and the periods of time at issue, there is much reliance, in (perhaps all) science, on other-ification (also known as object-ification). Second, as the instances'3 'rural folk', 'ethnic folk' and 'summit folk' in this articleS have shown, development studies social science has come to be almost exclusively about an objectively and subjectively perceived entirely Other World.
The discovery of the Third World does indeed mark a caesura in the history of our generation [Sachs 1976: xi,fn 3] . But isn't it a matter more of invention than discovery?
